Collaborative evaluations, in which program stakeholders participate extensively, typically are conducted for the primary purpose of enhancing the use of evaluation findings, and non-collaborative evaluations, in which stakeholders do not participate extensively, typically are conducted for the primary purpose of generating valid findings. This article shows how the gap can be bridged between these two types of evaluations. The article synthesizes, and elaborates on, a small body of recent research that showed that considerable interaction with stakeholders during the evaluation of small education programs helped achieve the raison d'etre of non-collaborative evaluations-that is, to enhance validity. It is also shown that theories and methods of stakeholder participation for the purpose of enhancing validity, which by and large have been ignored in the collaborative evaluation literature, can improve the quality of collaborative studies.
INTRODUCTION
The collaboration of evaluators with program stakeholders for the purpose of improving educational program evaluations began to be studied widely in the 1970s when citizen participation in educational evaluation was encouraged (Smith, 1983) . Since then, researchers have developed several approaches for guiding this collaboration. The two collaborative approaches most commonly applied to the evaluation of education programs in the United States and Canada have been srukeholder-based evaluation (SBE) (e.g., Bryk, 1983; Donmoyer, 1990; Henry, Dickey, & Areson, 1991; Tovar, 1989) , in which stakeholders are involved somewhat in the beginning and ending phases of evaluations, and practical participatory evaluation (PPE) (e.g., Cousins & Earl, 1992 , in which stakeholders are heavily involved as evaluation partners in all evaluation phases. ' SBE was the first collaborative approach to be widely studied, and PPE is one of the most recent. Evaluators using either of these approaches involve stakeholders for the practical purpose of improving the use of evaluation findings (Bryk, 1983; Cousins, Donohue, & Bloom, 1996 Cousins & Earl, 1992 Cousins & Whitmore, 1997) . In education settings, both stakeholder-based and participatory evaluators seek to involve administrators, project managers or curriculum coordinators and, in the evaluations of small programs or projects, faculty or operational staff who will help achieve the purpose of enhancing the use of evaluation findings.
The purpose of collaborative evaluations and the extent of stakeholder participation in them typically differs notably from non-collaborative evaluations. Evaluators using non-collaborative approaches focus primarily on the epistemological purpose of generating "valid knowledge concerning program functioning and effects" (Cousins & Whitmore, 1997, p. 8) . These researchers also note that extensive stakeholder participation does not occur: "Stakeholders are relegated to the role of data source, though on occasion [they] may be consulted for input" (Cousins & Whitmore, 1997, p. 9) .
However, as can be seen in four recent research studies on stakeholder participation in evaluation (Brandon, in press; Brandon & Higa, 1998; Brandon, Lindberg, & Wang, 1993; Brandon, Newton, LB Harman, 1993) , the distinction between collaborative and non-collaborative evaluations is not always clear. Although the evaluations described in these four studies had characteristics of collaborative approaches, in that program stakeholders in all four participated in significant ways during the beginning or ending phases of evaluations, the evaluations examined in these studies also had characteristics of the non-collaborative approach, in that their primary focus was on collecting and reporting valid findings.
The purposes of this article are to show how these four research studies bridge the gap between collaborative and non-collaborative evaluation and to draw implications of these studies for both approaches. Highlights of the four "bridge studies" are provided to show that evaluator-stakeholder interaction enhanced evaluation validity and that their purposes and methods can help improve the quality of future SBE or PPE evaluations.
INVOLVING STAKEHOLDERS TO ENHANCE VALIDITY
In the four recent studies highlighted in this article, stakeholders participated for the purpose of enhancing validity. By validity, it is meant here that adequate and appropriate inferences (Messick, 1989 (Messick, , 1995 are made from data collected and reported in evaluations. This psychometric definition of validity is essentially the same as that given in the standards developed by the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (1994, p. 145) , which stipulate that validity is an issue of the "soundness or trustworthiness of the inferences that are made from the results of the information gathering process" (see also Carey & Smith, 1992; Owston, 1986; Rogers, 1995) .
Inferences should be construct valid. In the psychometric literature, construct validity is a concept that recently has come to subsume all aspects of validity, including (among others) instrument content, the technical quality of instruments or data-collection procedures, and the extent to which inferences from data do not have adverse social consequences (Messick, 1989 (Messick, , 1995 Shepard, 1993) .2
Avoiding threats to the construct validity of inferences made in program evaluations is an important challenge to evaluators. The key threats to construct validity discussed in the psychometric literature are construct-irrelevant variance and construct underrepresentation (Messick, 1989) . Construct-irrelevant variance occurs when data are collected on constructs that are irrelevant to the stated purpose of the data collection, and construct underrepresentation occurs when data incompletely address the intended construct.
Both threats to validity, which together might be called construct misrepresentation,3 have obvious implications for program evaluators, collaborative and non-collaborative alike. When examining program implementation, for example, invalidity due to construct-irrelevant variance is likely to occur when evaluators examine program aspects that are not intended to be implemented, and invalidity due to construct underrepresentation is likely to occur when evaluators fail to consider key characteristics of implementation such as depth and breadth. To avoid construct misrepresentation in evaluation, evaluators need to ensure that they have a sufficient level of understanding of the programs they evaluate. It is most important to have this understanding in the beginning phases of evaluations, when studies are formed, and in the ending phases, when findings are summarized and conclusions are drawn. In the beginning phases, evaluators' understanding of programs should be sufficient to ensure that evaluations are based on valid needs and that the questions that evaluations are intended to answer do not misrepresent program implementation, outcomes, or context (i.e., the "program constructs" which evaluations are commissioned to address). In the ending phases of studies, evaluators' understanding of programs must be at a level sufficient for ensuring that their interpretation of findings is well informed. For example, if they know too little about the intricacies of program administration, their recommendations for program revisions might be inappropriate. Similarly, if they do not know how well a program should perform for it to be considered successful, data interpretation might go awry.
For evaluators to understand programs sufficiently well to conduct valid studies, they often need the assistance of program experts. Cognitive psychologists (e.g., Glaser & Chi, 1988) and expert-systems researchers (e.g., Hoffman, 1994) have shown that experts not only have factual and practical knowledge unknown by novices but also have knowledge of patterns and themes of which novices are unaware. Furthermore, experts can simplify complex problems, identify which information is relevant to decisions, and effectively communicate their expertise to non-experts (Shanteau, 1988) .
Many program stakeholders are program experts. As Huberman and Cox said, "The evaluator is like a novice sailor working with yachtsmen who have sailed these institutional waters for years, and know every island, reef and channel" (1990, p. 165) . Stakeholders can help improve evaluators' understanding of programs. By tapping stakeholders' expertise, evaluators are not constrained to using the limited program expertise that they have before beginning an evaluation or that they gain on their own during the course of a study.
The four studies discussed in this article collectively show an approach that can be used to help ensure that evaluators' understanding of programs is sufficient for promoting evaluation validity. Because of the overlap between this purpose and the validity purpose of noncollaborative evaluations, these four studies have clear implications for non-collaborative studies. The four studies also have implications for SBEs and PPEs, because they point out some troublesome oversights in SBE and PPE and suggest methods that collaborative evaluators might wish to consider in future evaluations.
A brief overview of these stakeholder participation studies is given in Table 1 . Of the studies, two occurred during the beginning phases of evaluation, when the problems for programs to address are identified (a kind of needs assessment) (Brandon, Newton, & Hat-man, 1993) or the attributes of programs to address in evaluation questions are stipulated (Brandon, Lindberg, & Wang, 1993) . The remaining two studies occurred during the ending phases of evaluation, when recommendations for program improvement are prepared (Brandon, in press) or standards for interpreting the extent to which programs have performed satisfactorily are developed (Brandon & Higa, 1998) .4 All studies described evaluations of small education programs.
PROCEDURES FOR GUIDING EVALUATOR-STAKEHOLDER INTERACTION
To tap stakeholders' expertise for the purpose of improving evaluators' understanding of programs (and thereby ultimately enhancing validity), three broad procedural rules (Smith, 1997) were followed in the four studies. The procedures (a) provide guidance for non-collaborative evaluators who seek to involve stakeholders for the purpose of enhancing validity, and (b) suggest revisions that SBE and PPE might make in their approaches to involving stakeholders.
Tapping the Expertise of the Appropriate Group
The first procedural rule is that the participation of stakeholder groups with the uppropriate program expertise should be elicited. These are the groups familiar with the purposes, functions, and operations of the programs; they typically are program personnel such as faculty and staff and program beneficiaries such as students. Together, these groups provide the expertise that evaluators need for fully understanding programs and the evaluation data collected about them.
Program personnel have considerably more knowledge than external evaluators about the program's history, administration, management, and operations. As shown in the summaries of the four studies in Table 1 , these stakeholders' expertise can be tapped by involving them in identifying the problems that programs should address (Brandon, Newton, & Harman, 1993) or in stipulating program attributes that should be evaluated (Brandon, Lindberg, & Wang, 1993) . Both of these activities help evaluators develop better evaluation questions. The expertise of program personnel can also be tapped by having them review evaluators' recommendations for program revisions (Brandon, in press) or having them specify the standards against which to judge performance on program-outcome measures (Brandon & Higa, 1998) .
Program beneficiaries are often familiar with aspects of program implementation or outcomes that neither evaluators nor program personnel know. They should be involved whenever they have this knowledge to contribute, such as in three of the four studies summarized here. In one of these three studies (Brandon, Newton, & Hat-man, 1993) , the evaluators involved homeless parents (who had been excluded from previous similar studies conducted in nearly every state of the nation) when identifying their children's most severe educational problems. In the second study (Brandon, Lindberg, & Wang, 1993) , the evaluators involved students in helping to identify program attributes to be addressed in a subsequent evaluation. In the third (Brandon, in press), the evaluators involved students in reviewing the evaluators' Teachers of students who had been administered a program-outcome measure participated in a standard-setting procedure for judging the adequacy of the students' levels of performance on the measure. Teachers were deemed the only appropriate group to set standards because other groups had insufficient knowledge about the students' ability and educational background, the subject taught and assessed, and teaching context. The standards set by the teachers were not so low as to suggest a selfserving bias or so high as to suggest unrealistic expectations.
recommendations for program improvement before the recommendations were reported to faculty and administrators. The involvement of program beneficiaries was crucial in these studies because they had relevant information to contribute that program personnel did not know.
Stakeholder groups should participate in program evaluations only if they have the appropriate expertise. For example, when setting standards for judging student performance, the evaluators (Brandon & Higa, 1998) elicited the assistance of program teachers. Teachers were the only group asked to participate because others had insufficient knowledge about the students' ability and educational background, the subject taught and assessed, and the teaching context. The school principal did not know enough about the capabilities of the assessed students to set fair standards, and parents knew too little about content-area knowledge or skills or about the teaching context to arrive at fair judgments. Setting standards without fully understanding all aspects of schooling can result in standards unfair to the programs.
Beneficiary participation typically is less important to SBE or PPE evaluators than it was to the evaluators in the studies summarized here. No beneficiaries participated in the PPEs included in the volume edited by Cousins and Earl (1995) , for example. (Beneficiaries have been involved more in SBEs; for example, see Donmoyer, 1990 and Greene, 1987 .) SBE and PPE evaluators often choose not to involve beneficiaries because the primary purpose of such evaluators is to secure the participation of program administrators, managers, and other primary intended users of evaluation findings. As Cousins and Whitmore (1997, p. 6 ) said about PPE, "Part of the rationale for limiting participation to stakeholders associated closely with program support and management functions is that the evaluation stands a greater chance of meeting the program and organization decision makers' time lines and needs for information."
Without the contribution of program beneficiaries, the validity of SBEs and PPEs might be threatened, resulting in misguided evaluation questions, ill-informed evaluation recommendations, adverse effects for program beneficiaries, or other consequences of evaluation invalidity. A particularly strong risk to validity is cooption of the evaluation by program staff (Dawson & D'Amico, 1985 ; see also Perry & Backus, 1995) . As Striven (1997, p. 170 ) said about empowerment evaluation, a close cousin of PPE, "It is in the interests of staff . . . to make [self-evaluation] results look good, since it is their jobs that are at risk." SBE and PPE evaluators might wish to consider the extent to which they risk these threats to validity and decide if it might be appropriate to include program beneficiaries in their evaluations more frequently.
Tapping Expertise Fully and Carefully
The second procedural rule followed in the four studies is that stakeholders program expertise should be filly tapped by applying carefully developed, thorough methods for stakeholder participation. Although not explicitly discussed, this rule has been addressed in a number of published studies of stakeholder participation (e.g., Deutsch & Malmborg, 1986; Edwards, Guttentag, & Snapper, 1975; Greene, 1987; Henry, Dickey, & Areson, 1991; Lawrence & Cook, 1982; Trochim & Linton, 1986) .5
Gleaning stakeholder expertise is a form of data collection that is subject, within reason, to validity requirements. One such requirement is that the instruments for gleaning stakeholder expertise be content valid and of sufficient technical quality. In two of the four studies that are the focus of this article (Brandon, Lindberg, & Wang, 1993; Brandon, Newton, 8z Harman, 1993), a Delphi-like procedure was used in which (a) samples of stakeholders were interviewed, the interview results were content-analyzed, and the content-analysis results used to develop a questionnaire, (b) the questionnaires were administered to stakeholder groups (or samples of the groups), and (c) meetings to reconcile the differences among groups' questionnaire results were held with stakeholder representatives. Interviews and survey administration were tailored to the groups (an issue of ecological generalizability).
In both studies, scaling methods (Thurstone pair-comparison scaling or magnitude-estimation scaling) were used to analyze questionnaire results. Also, instruments were pilot tested. In one study, content analysis results were supplemented with information obtained in a review of the literature and a review of program documents (Brandon, Lindberg, & Wang, 1993) .
A second validity requirement is that face-to-face decision making among stakeholders should be carefully crafted, organized, and conducted. Efforts to do so were made in all four studies featured here. Brandon, Newton, and Harman (1993) described how evaluators used the Nominal Group Technique to structure stakeholder decision making in a meeting conducted by an experienced facilitator for the purpose of reconciling differences among stakeholder groups. In the second study, Brandon, Lindberg, and Wang (1993) described how evaluators conducted a half-day, tightly-structured meeting (held at a neutral site) of student and faculty representatives, held for the purpose of reconciling differences in their groups' surveyed opinions about the program attributes to address in a subsequent evaluation. In this study, the evaluators (a) prepared and distributed tables showing the students and faculty their respective groups' survey results, (b) contributed factual information when necessary, (c) gave faculty and students equal opportunity to contribute to the discussion, and (d) summarized the stakeholders' comments on flip-charts throughout the meeting, while ascertaining that all participants understood their content. In the third study, Brandon (in press) showed how evaluators involved students in meetings held to review evaluators' recommendations for program revisions. The evaluators began the meetings with a description of prior instances of successful involvement of similar stakeholder groups. (This step is particularly important with students, who might be recalcitrant about participating if their opinions have routinely been ignored in the past.) In a structured format, an evaluator with experience as a facilitator then presented recommendations to the students. The meetings were brief and convenient, and recommendations were jargonfree, carefully edited, and presented as chart essays, an efficient format useful for oral presentation (as suggested by Torres, Preskill, & Piontek, 1996) . Students' comments were carefully recorded and used to modify several recommendations.
Furthermore, participating students believed their involvement had a noteworthy effect on the recommendations.
In the fourth study, when K-12 teachers set standards for judging student performance on a program-outcome measure, the evaluators conducted the standard-setting meeting in three rounds (Brandon & Higa, 1998) . In the first round, teachers (who had not yet been given their students' scores) recorded their initial impressions of how well their student groups should have scored. In the second round, teachers reflected on their first-round standards after considering actual distributions of scores for high-scoring schools elsewhere in the district. In the third round, teachers discussed the rationales for the standards they had developed in the first and second rounds; after the discussion, the teachers who saw fit made a final round of revisions to their standards.
The methods for involving stakeholders that are described in the four studies suggest how to glean expertise with care. Regrettably, methods such as these are not emphasized (or at least are not well explicated) in descriptions of SBE or PPE studies (with the exception of the study by Greene, 1987) . Indeed, collaborative evaluators often seem to collect information from stakeholders simply by eliciting their contributions in meetings or semi-structured interviews.
Evaluators conducting SBEs and PPEs might wish to consider adopting methods such as those described in the four studies. These methods help ensure that stakeholder expertise is tapped thoroughly by attending to the details of good information collection, both in formal instruments or data-collection procedures and in structured meetings. The full contribution of stakeholders will help ensure that evaluators can be confident of the validity of the conclusions they draw about programs.
Involving Stakeholders Equitably
The third procedural rule followed in the four studies is that the equitable participation of stakeholders, both between and within groups, should be ensured. Stakeholders have differential levels of influence on evaluation decisions because of job position and personal characteristics (Bacharach & Lawler, 1980) , particularly when both program staff and program beneficiaries participate in evaluations. Contrary to what we might be led to think by theories of collaborative evaluation, these differences in influence do not go away just because evaluators have declared that they are involving the major stakeholder groups; indeed, unless care is taken to ensure equity, efforts to involve stakeholders in evaluation might actually increase the disparity among groups (Mulder & White, 1970; O'Neill, 1995) .
Although this third procedural rule has overtones of transformative participatory evaluation and other approaches that emphasize stakeholder participation for the purpose of social justice (Cousins & Whitmore, 1997) , the primary intent of the procedure is simply to ensure that no stakeholder groups' expertise is ignored in evaluation decision making. Much of the effort of the evaluators in two of the four studies discussed here was devoted to helping ensure that no stakeholder group's expertise was tapped less than another's. When representatives of homeless parents, social-service providers, and elementary-school teachers participated in identifying the major educational problems of homeless children (Brandon, Newton, & Harman, 1993) , the evaluators included explanations of the purpose of stakeholder participation in the introductions to parent interviews and questionnaires, because parents were inexperienced in need assessments. Interviews of members of all three stakeholder groups took no more than one-half hour each, and questionnaires were brief, thereby helping ensure stakeholders' full participation. Remuneration for completing questionnaires also helped ensure full participation. The evaluators used the Nominal Group Technique, which is designed to ensure equitable group participation, in a meeting to reconcile differences in the survey findings for the three groups. The meeting was small, decreasing the likelihood that any stakeholders would be intimidated. All stakeholder-group representatives attending the meeting had equal access to the evaluation findings. When identifying program attributes to address in a subsequent evaluation (Brandon, Lindberg, & Wang, 1993) , faculty and students had similar opportunities to participate in the interviews and survey. The meeting to reconcile group differences was tightly structured, small, and did not include high-level administrators; equal numbers of faculty and students participated. Faculty representatives were chosen because they were likely to cooperate with students in decision making. Between-group differences in position and personalities were minimized so as to ensure full participation. A trained group facilitator gave all participants in the meeting sufficient opportunities to express their opinions. Faculty retained decision-making authority in the meeting, because they had legal responsibility for curriculum decision making, but students were given considerably more influence than usual in curriculum evaluation.
Evaluators in the four studies also took steps to help ensure that individual members of stakeholder groups did not dominate the group's input to the evaluation, again for the purpose of ensuring that all participants' expertise could be tapped. When students participated in meetings to review evaluators' recommendations for curriculum revisions in a medicalschool evaluation, for example, the evaluators took steps to ensure that all group members felt they could contribute to the discussions, regardless of gender or personality (Brandon, in press) . The meeting facilitator supported equitable discussion by striving to inhibit outspoken participants from dominating the discussions; encouraging clarification, rebuttals, and elaboration by other participants; asking probing questions; and restating students' comments when necessary. Analyses of observation data and of stakeholder questionnaire data collected during the meetings showed that male students tended to participate somewhat more than females, but that both sexes strongly agreed with the suggested revisions to the evaluator's recommendations. Students also reported that they agreed that their participation affected the evaluators' recommendations. When elementary-school teachers participated in a three-part procedure for developing the standards against which to judge student performance on a measure of program outcomes (Brandon & Higa, 1998) , standard setting was conducted in a manner intended to avoid conformity due to social desirability or peer pressure. In the first and second rounds, teachers did not discuss the standards they were setting or the rationales for their standards; in the third round, teachers discussed their rationales without talking about the standards that they had set individually. Training and standard setting were efficient-taking about two hours-thereby helping to ensure teachers' full attention to the standard-setting tasks.
Sometimes program personnel, by virtue of their responsibility for programs, might have more influence than others on the final decisions made in evaluations (Brandon, Lindberg, & Wang, 1993) . However, even in these circumstances, evaluators can take steps to ensure that other groups such as beneficiaries contribute their knowledge and perspectives in an equitable manner before final decisions are made.
Inequity resulting from differences in socioeconomic status is clearly an issue for evaluators to address when they develop methods for involving stakeholders, particularly for the purpose of enhancing validity. Differences in participation due to equity differences among stakeholders has been widely discussed in the evaluation and organizational decision-making literatures (e.g., Donmoyer, 1990; Greene, 1987; House, 1990; Mercurio, 1979; Tjosvold, 1987; Wood, 1989) . Descriptions of applications of methods for diminishing inequities in evaluations have not been thoroughly discussed in the PPE or SBE literatures, howevera deficit that should be addressed. Evaluators who are learning how to involve stakeholders should be careful to ensure that differential levels of organizational influence do not adversely affect evaluation validity. Practitioners of PPE and SBE might wish to consider the extent to which their current practices do not sufficiently take these differential levels of stakeholder influence into account. In particular, they might want to avoid adverse social consequences to program beneficiaries (an issue of construct invalidity) that might result from inequitable participation. CONCLUSION A clear conclusion of this article is that stakeholder participation can help enhance the likelihood of producing valid evaluation findings. The strength of this conclusion is stronger than it was in any one of the four bridge studies comprising the body of recent research on stakeholder participation, because it is based on a synthesis of these studies. The studies examined stakeholder participation in two tasks in the beginning phase of evaluation and two tasks in the ending phase; together, they support the conclusion that stakeholders can help with a variety of tasks across a breadth of evaluations.
The knowledge that stakeholder participation can enhance validity by increasing evaluators' understanding of programs is important for evaluators who typically have not involved stakeholders extensively in their studies. But the primary original contribution of this article is that this knowledge has implications for collaborative evaluators.
Consider how the purposes of SBE and PPE evaluations have affected methods for stakeholder involvement. The purpose of an evaluation approach tends to determine its procedures (Greene, 1990; Smith, 1995 Smith, ,1997 . The SBE and PPE purpose of enhancing program personnel's use of evaluation findings is likely to incline evaluators toward collecting stakeholder information in unstructured interviews or during informal interactions with stakeholders as fellow members of evaluation teams. These methods are appropriate for gathering information that serves the social role of ensuring the use of evaluative findings.
In contrast, consider how the purpose of enhancing validity affects the selection and development of methods for involving stakeholders. The evaluators in the four studies described in this article applied a repertoire of methods from psychometrics and social-science research when they collected information from stakeholders for the purpose of enhancing validity. Methods were developed or selected to collect information in a thorough and equitable manner from all appropriate stakeholder groups. They were appropriate for the role of helping assure evaluation clients of the soundness of evaluation findings.
If SBE and PPE evaluators were to broaden their purposes to include involving stakeholders for enhancing validity, they would be more likely to adopt methods such as those shown in the four studies. By taking greater care to involve all appropriate stakeholder groups and to apply methods that collect stakeholder information fully and equitably, SBE and PPE evaluators would be informed more fully. Such efforts would improve the credibility of their studies. Collecting stakeholder information equitably and fully would require more evaluation resources, but, as the risk of threats to validity was diminished, evaluation conclusions would be strengthened.
Focusing on validity does not mean that the use of evaluation findings must be ignored. Just as in collaborative evaluations, it is likely that the use of evaluation findings was enhanced in the four studies described in this article, because stakeholders participating in the evaluations were involved during significant steps and in influential ways. Decision makers such as administrators who were not directly involved in the evaluations (because they did not have the type of expertise that the evaluators needed to tap) were more likely to heed evaluation conclusions because they knew that their staff members had been involved in significant phases of the evaluation.
In summary, this article can serve as a guide for structuring interactions with stakeholders during the beginning and ending phases of evaluations. By tapping the expertise of all appropriate stakeholder groups and by using methods to glean this expertise fully and equitably, evaluators can take steps calculated to enhance evaluation validity. Evaluators' confidence in the credibility of their studies should be improved, and, most likely, they will find that their studies will receive greater use.
